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bN THE CRITICISM OF CLASSROOM SPEECHES

R “'."

e K This article includes a ‘ystematic exa&ination of two

: variables that may afféct speech criticism fhe sex'of the

4peaker and the rater s attitude of sexism' An anc111ary :

3,\; 1finding concerning the effect of the sex of the: teacher is

< "also reported The study included the development of an .
. ‘ .

.?instrument to measure sexism which revealed some of the ef-

fects of sex and sexism Q ‘the. criticism of classxoom speeches

‘
'Sexist spee: h teachers were Elassified as’ those who per- oy

ceived maximum differences bet een persons based on sex -
,. o ) . /a . ' '
_??, roles. In speech - critiques, these teachers wrote a 81gnif1-

cantly smaller number of comments than dld nonsexist teachers

‘_w"Male students received a significantly lower proportlon Of

r

‘:positive comments than did female students

(3 v
S : » N
. -
. - . b4
S » . Co . L w . . L . - R
A o R . ' :

R ¢ ) LI et

’_\———-—-—\
The_criticismwof classrocm 3£eeches is: central to the

"ﬁff effectige teaching of speech ‘Communication educators recog-

'nize the importance of cr1tic1sm 1n pedagogy,% and'communica1

'tiOn research evidences the key role played by crittéism

> o.'"
Recent invebtigations have considered the ratirg errbrs that

3

\

'appear to occur in speedh criticism fIhe aits of the sr

& .rater or critic and the characteristics\of tHe student or‘

4

speaker are among the factors which seem to account for
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' rating errors.4‘
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Three'variables that may.affect speech

\ LI | S

-criticism are the sex of the rater ‘the sex of the. speaker
and the rater 8 predisposition on sexism A sfstematic
examination Qf these variables provides the teacher and the“

researcher w1th more preciae knowledge about the process 6f

N

speech critikism. . - ¢ .:;

. ®. , . - ' .* 4 I ‘
Sex of the rater. Educatlonal research onrthe.role of

',the teacher s gex ‘has not prov1ded conslstent findiné% - Y

R4

.. Newton, for example, reported that<@omen gave higher gradesf
s 3

than dld men 5 but Hart and Olander showed that men were

-

more lenient than women™ in grading behavior 6 Social re-
search hasssimilarly 1nvest1gated the " 1mp1icatlons of the R
experimenter s sex$w1th equally conflicting results B1nder: >

McConneIl “and SJoholm for instance" report that female

experimenters achieve better results,7 wh11e Sarason and -
; vHarmatz demon&trate that males are more successful 8 nd.

Ferguson and BussAcould flnd_no“31gniflcant4différences “jw*f““”

‘f SRR A

T__,,.,_,, - ' 9 . R i} .

. between male and female experimenters., . A R . —i
A.‘ Stud1es 1n speech communicatlon classrooms'alsovpro-
"!" \

fhe 1nconsistent result Bryan and Wllke found that men’

~ .

ang women were about equally lenient—as evaluators 10 but

11

o Pfister, : and Bock, Powell kltchens, and Flav1nlz demon-' 'T.;‘

-»

strated that‘Women tended to be more 1en1ent than meg\as .

. ] ’
.N'~'§ eva}uators Moreovet, Haiman showed-that female eValuators
. . . ‘ e ) ' . - A ‘
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_______zated_the_ethoa_aof_speakers_mgre_leniently_than_did male '

13

_evaluators,, Sikkink found that women rated persuasive

: 14

speeches higher for persuasiveness than' did men, and

) Sprague showed that Temale teachers wrote significantly
.more delivery comments, positive'comments and personal
comments than did ‘male teachers 15 The effect of the sex | \7
.of the rater on speech critic1sm has not been consistent

riox. conclusive . o C ,r:

"y' Sex of the speaker The sex of the speaker may account

for d1fferentia1 evaluatﬁod' The field of education pro-
"vides a sizable body of literature wh1ch focuses on the sex
of the’ student . These studies demonstrate d1fferent1a1
| treatment of students bagsed on sex in the areas, of grading
. g/and interaction but suggest that other releVant variables i'

must be taken into cons1deratlon Lébaugh found that g1rls

_' 'but girls consistently rater 10W$; on achievement tests. 16 T
- l- U ) L ) - o
, Swendon found that over a n1ne year period, girls out- *

'had a slgnificantly htgher grade p01nt average than boys

numbered bpys in a National Honor Soc1ety, evenkthougii )
.
there was no substantlal difference in their 1nte111g nce.l7.

;Shinnerer found tha%.boys had” moré failures at“\he secondary-
school level and that g1rls had .a conslstent and substant1al

advantage over boys in obta1n1ng honor“ranks He concluded

“that differential grad1ng behav1or wh1ch resulted in over— :%‘ :
18

i d

Carter,held inteLllgence constant and found that boys were

‘rating of girls and underrating of boys was respo&sible

assigned lower grades than glrls regardless of whegher,the s
¢ - : e * . o oo P
'
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| teschgr was male or femal/’ 19 _ s SR

Three studies f nd that teacher disapproval occurred

- more frequently Wk h\boys than with glrls 29 Similarly,,
studies determ‘ ed that teachers are more likely to use a
harsh or angxry _ tone “than a conversatlonal tone when cr1ti-

. cizing'bo‘ 21 ‘Davis ‘and Slobodian .did not find that female

«

discrimlnated against male studenrs but they did

2' Jackson, Sllberman ‘and . Wolfson analyzed tape
'ordings of teachers discu831ng their students and found
hat boys received more 81gns of personal 1nvolvement and

/ their descriptlons contained more negatively toned state-

" ments than did those of girls 23- Simllarly, Brophy and Good

found that teacher dlsapproval and teacher approval occurs

S more often with boys*than w1th.g1rls and that there was a

/ /

tendency toward,greater 1nvolvement by ‘boys in more student—'““f*

'f teacher contacts of all types than girls.- 24 Two later
stuﬁfes showed thaE student behav1or rather ‘than student .
sex might be re ponsmble for the differential treatment

. Most rece ly, Good, Sikes, and Brophy found no ev1—'
dence.to'supp t-the.notlon that teachers favor students

. of their qwn sex nor that. female teachers are‘bi@sed against-

(hmle students Their data support instead, the'conclusion
-+ that male and female teachers treat male and female students

~

similarly Whlle teachers do. not\treat -male and -female stu- -

dentsythe‘same way, male teachers appear to exhibittthe same

PO
’ .

_.fbeh?vior\toward each sex thatfear;ier studies‘showed to

3
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L axist for f\mate teachers Differences by 'student's sex

: included the finding that boys were more active and inter- . v

' acted more freguently with teachers, that boys were ashed
’more.process questions while girls were asked more product

| . and choice questions that even though‘girls received fewer,
contacts from teachers, proportionally more of them were
positive . High achieving male students rece1ved the most -

favorable teacher treatment while/low achieving mafe ‘stu-~’
s .
‘dents received the Ieast favorable treatment This study ﬁ

contradicts -to some extent, the earlier findings that" box
receive inferior treatment from teachers and suggests in1‘

"stead, that‘earlier results were due Yo, lack of categorizaf
_ o h , _ ]
26

! 1 7 ; ’ . . t
. . .- .

tion-within-each-sex

Researchers considering the speaker s sex in classroom

—

_ criticism have drawn three separate co:flusions (1) female

\

than do male-students

e

{‘yw-u students receive more, p081tive comment
’ when grades are held constant 27, (2) women tend to grade

3

| * men higher than women,28 'and ($H’ men tend to grade women

29 5

higher than men Male and female students may be rece1ving .

. ]

&\.f, differential evaluation as a function pf the1r sex or as a’ -
- function of different behavior. . "‘
| The conclusions that have’been drawn - concerning the
/»h. effect qf the sex- of the teacher, or rater, on gradingxand
evaluation are-unstahle. The researchvfocusingbon the sex %
_of the studeng'.or'speaker: ‘have . generallysdemonstrated |
.7’ that womenﬂreceive preferential treatment over men, :but

.1 ' recent studies suggest -that this d1scrimination may “be due

S . , S I, < . . 7
€ . . - . oo . + . .
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student behavior'rather than student sex. Interactions o

" between the sex of the teacher and the eex‘of_the students
further confound the problem . ) : B .

Personality traits, attitudes, and predispositions of
/

the evaluator also seem to affect evaluation Bostrom

demonstrated that rigid evaluators tended to rate speakers '

30 and Bock showed

L4

lower than did persons who were non-rigid
_that people who are-difficult to persuade rated speakers

lower than did raters who were ‘easy to persuade 31 Rigidity

-

: and persuasibility are amongrthe evaluators' characteristics
4 which may affect the spgech evaluation process
' Another predisposition which may affect speech critic1sm
is a person s sexism--that is the extent ‘to which a person
believes that typical behaviors and specif1c dispositiong
'exist which are appropriate for each of the sexes. Sexism
may be viewed as one form of dogmatism and may- represent
'3}1 rigidity in the rater | Sexism may also%account for the dis-
crepancy in the findings on the eﬁfect'ofAthe sex of the |
teacher,on criticism or may provide further explanation for’
the differential treatment of male and female students in

~
the speech communication classroom.

- STATEMENT OF PURPQ E,,RESEAECH QUESTIONS, AND HYPQTHESES'

o .
- . - t .

In orﬂer to add additlonal knowledge to the information

+

already available the purpose of this study was to determine,
. the effects of sexism of the rater and the sex of the speaker
,onmspeechgcriticism. The’study consisted of two stages.

-
-

- l- ' . . K ' . ! 8 ;‘ - ’ . L 4. N L
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First. an instrument was created to give a.measure ‘of sexism.

The definition of sexismixfiven abov“ was operationalized as

_follows. -

A person is not necessarily considered sexist,
\ \

D If (s)he recognized and identified biological, differences

\

between the .sexes; for example, "Men and women have. dif-

.

ferent genitalia.' °

: .o ‘ B o
2) If (s)he recognized and identified descriptive differences

between the sexes; for example, "Men are more successful )

.at high jumpinguthan.are‘women." . N

3) If (s)he'recognized'and'identified historical diFferences

between the sexes.,for example,,"The ted'most outstanding

Presidents oF the United States have - been men.
’A person is recognized»as sexist, :/J

—

A If (s)he maintained that one sex should be restricted

from certain roles, occupations,.lifestyles, or nos1tions,

' . A o . o -

'not as a function of the biological descriptive, or his-

torical differences between the two sexes but as a result

o TN N .

~  of-a stereotyped perCeption of appropriate behaVior for

- -

o that Sex For example "No woman could be a good Presidentvy

E of the United States .’ e (*'{‘
2) If (s)he maintained thatvcertain characteristics other

. i r than,biological, descriptive,‘and historical differences,

\ﬁ_ ' are uniQue-to one sex; for example, ''Women are always so

N

emotional'”

N ? .
The question to be answered in the first stage of the
- N
fesearch was; How sexist lS th%f individual? In ‘the second stage
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' theﬂﬁuestionfto be answered yas: What is the reiationship

between an'individual"s sexism or nonsexism, the sex of the
4 . R 3 ‘l"“ . - . .
student he or she is critiquing, and his or her written
_ critique behavior?' To answer that question, ‘the following -

"research hypotheses were tested
Hl Teachers. who perceive’ minimum differences in sex’
. roles will criticize qlassroom speeches in a significantly

L}

‘different -manner than will teachers who perceive maximum
:}' differences in sex roles. ‘ : v_,'
HZ' The classroom speeches of male students will be
fxcriticized in a manner that is s1gnificant1y different
'ﬂxfrom the manner in which thé classroom speeches of female
students are criticized ' ;.~f-_ s K
'\ h3 The sex of the student and the teacher s attitude
will interact to affect significantly the criticism of
':classroom speeches ' ‘ -
The effect of the teacher s sex was not hypothesized .
hsince the findings on this variable are unstable. In addition,
the interactions between the teacher s sex and the student s
| sex; an the teacher s sex, and the teacher's attitude and
the'teac r' snsex, student's sex, and the teacher s attitude
" were not hypothesized because of the lack of'any c1ear or .

congistent qonclus However, the design of the study

provides data conc . 1ng this main effegrt and these 1nter?

' actions and includes”these ancillary ndings . .

o
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Development of the Instrument . ' )

« ‘The first step in this study was to develop an inszrument

.to measure. an individual s_nerceptions of the ditferences bet-
ween the‘sex roles. NoTexisting ipstru&ent could be found.
‘Most standard sex role instruments, like the Bem Sex-~Role
Tnventory, measure an indiviqual ] description of his of her
own sex role rather than his- or her perception of differences
~ and. stmilarities in men and‘women «in general. iBeginning
with the definition of sexual étereotYpes, three hundred and
sixty six {tems we%e generated These items fell roughly
-into four categories 1) the app;opriateness of: various
-occupations or professions, -2)- the use. of adjectives as
descriptors, '5) the cultural or’, biological explanation for

certain perceived differences, and 4) ~attitudes on,issues .

relating to the topic of sexism. ' [
: ) Within the-first category, 105 different occupations were

identified. Some were b@lieved a prior;, to be distinctively
male professions; some were" thought to be associated with fe-
males,land others were selected w1th0ut a sexual preference
The second category explored "thé possibility of identifying
_certain descriptors as "female" or "male,! and was constructed
using one hundred thirty eight words from the semantic dif-

ferential to identify cextain words as "feminlne or mascu-

line. "32 The third category was a result of explanations"

giVen in psychological literature for the real ()7 imputed

-~

,j11
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- differences between hales and females. - Seventy items were

generated. The final category‘inéludéa—forty:foﬁr—items
typical to an attitude survey. These items were prompted

by such sources“as contemporary commentators 'on the-women's
movement and on wdmen34 and recent research in péychology

and soclology.
. fhis.thrde hundred and sixty-six'item, four-part instru-
ment was administered to two groups'of people. _The first
group incldded fifrty-five persons who stated that they be-~ -
lieved that men and women were totally different in almost
every way. The second group included fifty seven ‘people
who stated‘that they felt that no differences, or,only very |
. minimal diffbrences existed between men and women. T-tests
were run on the items and those sixty -nine items wﬁich best
discriminated between the two groups were. sefbcted for in-
"c}usion in the €inal instrument Test retest reliability
-~

on these items based on two ratings one month apart had

‘an~av”fage correlation of .80. 'Internal reliability for

R |

the Mnstrument was .86. B ‘ BN R ».-.
Variables .- - , L "N?

: . ’ * N

Two independent variables.were”examined:T‘the'teacher's

percepgion of sex roles and the.student's sex. The five

B 4

dependent'variables that were considered'were five content'

!

analysis categories in the written criticism given by the

{teacher The first was qge total number of comment ‘themes,

" the study defined as’the ’ subject ~-predi

or individual commeqts, which was the ba91 coding unit for ;"
Q}S assertion

veither explicit or clearly implicit w38 - Examples of comment

“ -I‘

themes are "Good Job, "a"Your dlfiverv seemed artificial."”

\‘l
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o a55,;ﬁg;tn;ften.t'ﬂcomm.en‘l: w_,_> any commentxdealrng with 1deas, reasoningﬁ;_.
ad evrgence, organizationf‘or, anguage,'f37

'
such as "Interesting

such

- l‘ias rate vplume vocal 1nf1ection'_eye contact gestures,.57
“jposture poise 'articul ion or pro";'nciation,','_B8
: Vi R

- "Poor eye’ cbntact TH&'thir

1)

such as

ivariabie was the proportion

of posltive comments which was determined by d1v1d1ng the

: h

p081t1ve comments by the total comments,. Positive

8 PR .
- B © .
- . " v

‘comments were defined as any comment whichﬂpraises or ex-“vg” ES

;f‘ rpresseé proval of the speaker or- the speech performanceﬁ"39

¥ ‘

such as}"Strong cqnclus1on.v2 Negativé commdnts were defined

"‘ﬁ,/gs any comment which expresses disapprpval or makes a sug-'fw~jﬂf

°

N :-v‘i - .
i ;ﬁﬁ. gestion for improvement,"ép.such as "Try to develop your 1deas_;n
f_‘i 1further. ﬁ%he fourth dependent variable was the proportion |

L.
on .

\\.\ ’Li “ .. ' Ve
v of personal comments and Was determined by d1v1d1ng the per- s
;sonal comments by the total comments Personal comments.' N

1nc1uded "any comment 1n'wh1ch the teacher expresses h1s or

..;

_ her own affective response, opinion attitude or.experience

or which makes a comparison te a prev1ous speaking performance' .

AL -

of the same student such as "You really improved your ‘#

-

‘use of supporting materials Impersonal comments 1nc1uded

. "cognitive comments dealfng w1th tHe: application of standardS'v

“of good Speaking,"éz
‘?D

Such ' "Clear organization 1s essential "




h, least difference

B T . T e woY
| e iz
' ,'The fifth dependent variable was the proportion of atomistic‘g“

'comments to the total. comments Atomistic comments were‘

4.

fdefined as any comment which deals w1th some isolable as-l'

! n43

"fpect of .the. speech performance, such as "Adequate use ... e

4

7f,g;g tatistical eVidence and holistic comments were défined
';a "any comment which deals w1th the overall speech perff/’ance,v .
'fw1thout specifying any particular component of the performance' 44i
. "Great speech'" would-be an example of -a holisbic comment
Procedure N . ## | |
'_One_hundred-twenty-five high school teachers'received

’~the'instrument by mail Fifty nine of them- returned com~

ALY

pleted instruments permitting the identification of six male

teachers who perceived the greatest difference between_

male and female sex roles- ‘the six female teachers who
: perceivedgthe;greatest.differenceg" the six male teachers

who perceived-the'least difference between ale and female :
‘sex roles, ‘the six female teachers who perceived the~
, » L ‘,} /*‘ r .
) A -

j Four male: and four female teachers who perceived max1- -

-

mum differenceS'between male.andffemale_sex roles’and-four

_:;male;and'four'female teachers who'perceived minima!.‘iffer-

fences cooperated in the study These teachers were not told

, B the purpose of the study, but rather that a group of people

T

'were inter st d in. studying high school speeches and high
school speeég criticism Each of the s1xteen teachers re-
:?f ceived twenty critique sheets-—blank sheets which s1mply asked '

’for the name of the student, -the name of the teacher the




1'grade‘asSigned and "Comments"--on which to record their

.{Wriften speeCh criticism.

+

. g Critiques for two male students and for two female stu~” W4
i_idenﬁs criticized by each instructor were selected randomly | ‘
".fand the written criticism was content analyzed by two pen-.
" .sons trained in-content analySis methods Inter rater reli-
";ability for these two persons performing the content anal sis
3:_in this study was,.9§, The results that follow are bas"d

on these analyses,

_ Statistical Degign DR T - 3 jf”.
e _: ‘The statistical design employed in analyzln%/éﬁe-data .

was a three-way factorial In this~two by- two,b two fac--

";-torial the first factor was the sex of the te’cher and

econd factor

pcontained two levels,-male and female. 'The

e teacher s perceptions of ‘sex roles, also h d two levels--
'perceptron of, maximﬂh differences in sex,roles and perceptions
of minimum -differences in sex roles ' The third factor, stu- ,‘

dent:s sex, contained the two levels{of male and female.

4 - v . ——
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RESULTS - ot e

Sixty-feur pietes of writt/é criticism comprised the con-

tent sample,vthese writ en critiques contained a total of 621

In order to test the hypotheses under investigation

- themes
B fthe results were: broken d wn into the various teacher and stu-
~ dent groups of interest,/ ‘é_ d 'Q_'{ . |
: x' The data obtained in the 8 udy were ahalyzed by use of
. _.a three-way analys1s of variance A separate analysis was
'ﬁ& ’cpmpleted for each dimension: the mean numbqr.of themes; thef

yproportion of content comments, po%itive comments, personal
M . . B . . . ) : N R N "I P " .. . *

1
/
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H?comments,-and"atomistig comments.,ﬁThe analysis of Var1-~
. _ 2ne Y

?ance for the mean number of comment themes glven per student'
for each of the varlables 1nd1cated that a signlflcaﬁt

‘ dlfference occunp in the mean number of themes asslgned to

<-each student speaker between those teachers who perce1ve"‘~ L

7;max1mum dlfferences between persons based on- sex and these

-

t?teachers who perce1ve minimum dlfferences" (F 6 '16; d f
l 12 p<L OS) : The analysls of var1ance wh1ch cons1dered‘
'the proportlon of pos1t1ve themes for each of the var1ables: o

' of rnferest 1nd1cates a. s1gn1f1cant dlfference on the var1ab1e'

f . of sex of the student (F = 4 82; d f =1, l2 p< .05) . The ‘i

@

‘addltlonal three’ analyses of var1ance~-the proport\bn of con-

'tent themes ‘the proportlon ef personal themes., and the -

3

'-proportion of atomisédc themes d1d not yleld 31gn1f1cant

. dlfferences or s1gn1f1cant 1nteract10ns

N S DISCUSSION |
The first hypothe81s that teachers who percelve maxlmum
dlfferences 1n sex roles critic1ze classroom speeches in a sig-’
"nfflcantly dlfferent manner than do teachers who perce1ve mini-.

mum dlfferences 1n_sex roles,,appears tenable. A slgnlfl-
'I»‘ »> . e . g 4',‘. ~ . ® ) . '.I‘ .
"+ . cant difference was ‘found between these two groups on the

mean number‘Of themes each wrote: those teachers who per-

;celved maxlmum dlfferences wrote slgnlflcantly fewer com—
' *

. ments. . .
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.‘ﬂ-The dlfferencé between the two groups on the ‘mean ‘nimber
OS . .

"i[of themes written mightJbe explained as_ follows Those L
-‘1.‘:teachers who perce1ve many dafferences between female and . f
. %4 N

'male perions might draw stereotypical generalizations that
".do not take into aCCount more specificjcharacteristics or.

qualities ' It fOllOWS that thelr comments would be fewer

&€,
| | 1n number .as. they tend to draw general conclus1ons and ap
| ply them to a class of instances " As the tendency ‘to gen(
eralize 1ncn&4sed the total number of comments decreased
The second hypothes1s,'that the speeches of male stud nts
'would be criticized in a manner that is 51gn1f1cantly d1ffer
frpm the speeches of female. students, appears to be ver1f1ed

A significant d1fference occurred between males and females

‘on the proportion of p031t1ve comments male students re-

B

"-ceived a lower prqportion of pos1t1ve comments than d1d

,female students hese results should be cdns1dered in the
' 4
‘context of prev1ous research To the extent that theorists-

v?_ s ,and educators sfress pos1t1ve over negatlve cr1t1cisdi it
| appears that women receiVe preferentlal treatment .on the;>
'positive/negatlve d1mens1on.of»speech cr1t1c1sm,
i The th1rd hypothesis that the sek of‘thewstudent and
the teacher's attitude would interact’ to affect s1gnific:ntly (/
the criticism of classroom speeches was not ver1f1ed “It

.could not be shown that sexlst ang“pdnsex1st teachers;differ
' > " X -
- in their treatment of male and female students Sexist and .

. nonsexist teachers do exh1b1t d1fferent CIlt}qung behavior

on the dimension of the number of comments they wr1te to all




4

'students, but they show no differential treatment to' the ‘
_"';

EWo sexes Simrlarly malekand fe(b“e students receive SN
r" ,.,".:”:" A ’
different speech critiqueszas4%omen}?bceive prop'rtionalza A

HOWever t

»the two student groups do npt appear Y 'e a resul'

ferential‘treatment based on sex. ThlS result calls

question ghe conclusion of earlier rfsearchers that teachers

treat male and feéale students differently, based on sex,"

[and appears to support the contention pf later researchers

ho suggested that other factors such as studen behavior

. \-‘
may account fok differential treatment S B Ly

<l

.

R .. 'The periph eral finding3<anclud1ng the addi ional main

a

effect--the sex of the teae&er--and,the 1nteractions between

,the sex of the teacher and the sex of the student between T

»

the sex of the teacher ‘and the attitude of the teacher and B

among the sex of*the teacher the* ex of the student and
the attitude of the teacher which w re not hypothes12edfweref
r_",not verified Tmese results sugges’ hat the variable,of. |

A
the teacher s sex may be - less importan'

‘than. other factors

' in predicting teacher behﬁuior A

The results of tﬁ&ﬁf
 The small sample size limite the-statis ical power of the

Study must ‘be ¢ utiously interpreted
_tests made Funther _the tw hypotheses‘ hat appear to be
tenable are each supported by only one of five pos31ble |
measuresv Research which 1& currently in progress by the

.author will overcome the sample 31z§ problem and may more

cleqtly verify the hypotheses unfer 1nvest1gation




’lg ‘ IM{LIC IONS FOR CGMMUNICATION RE%E?SCH AND EDUCATION
A . . . . . - ‘
.‘7' }.h; The'reSults of th1s-study'have—ﬁmpilcatlons for researchers
;fﬂ,:;d.teacherﬁ in the f1e1d of speech communicatlon _ zesearchersh'
.ﬂ_=_:bmight consider four impllcatlons\from the study Elrst they
T%h.f. may w1sh to considen,ﬁhe role that certa1n attltudes, person-.“

".a11ty var1ab1es, and predlsposltlons of the rater--partlcularly -
'gextfm--play in the procvss of speech cr1t1b1sm The evi-. .:; s

e °

-; 'Cen e suggests d1fferen es in crithulng behav1or based on

he dimension bf sexlsm.'

.Q v : . . -

Secondu the sex of the student or speaker must cont1nue
N L

to be a’ 31gn1f1cant cons1deration'1n the research on cr1t1-
l 0

- ,' clsm We should/continue to seek an fderstandlng of. why

il

‘male and female s dents rece1ve d'fferent1a1 treatment from'

.
teachers. “ The explanagaon of d1fferences in sex umi}not prb-;
vide a'suff1c1ent answer; leferences 1n"behav1or and other J
3 : character1st1cs of the student as.well as. pred1spos1tlons of

: B

pthe teacher should: a11 be cons1dered as possible avenues of

.~

-

.
explanatlon.

v'Third ‘fresearch can be c mpletedwwhich further ciari-_

# f1es the relathnshlp between the att1tude of sex1sm and a
5

[N &
g} 3# teacher S treatment of h1s or her* students " In this study,

-Q

-

o

ﬁi sex1st teachers d1d,not dlscr1m1nate between male and ma1e-
2
students in .a manner that w!r d1fferent from the wa nsexi@t

teachers discrimlnated'between them A Wh11e Sexlst and ngn- (\5’

-

'sexlst teachers did exhlbrt dlfferent cr1t1qu1ng behav1or
it -was not along the lines ‘that mlght be expected The -,

results demonstrated that a sexlst b1as does affect a
'
‘teacher ] wr1tten speech cr1t1c1sm behav1or _ Future studles
© ) .

@
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rous béhaVioral observational methods in o

' might utilize:i;r'al'

: _w'"order to examine the influence of sexism in’ other subject-‘

KLY

= matter classrooms and on otherwlevels-—including pre- and
“elementary school '&‘t '-;"“”' e 3; ”-‘.731‘ .
-.-;Finally, researchers 1n the discipline may reconsider

. &

the role that teacher s sex plaYs in speech criticism Thish

'.\‘a"" 'tﬁ

L | a\hdy did notjhypothesiZe differences based en sex of the _i""
) | cher nor were any found i‘Conpluszons concerning the effect_

:."

'f'f‘ Further examination of differences in teacher behaVior as

o,
- FL

: . educatlonal levels Sex differences,nn teacher behav1o 'a".

o

the elementary school level for instance,-might not be genf

o eralizable to the secondary !Evel*'

‘ f Speech communication teachers may also find implica-“
’ g5}

tions in this study This research reminds us of some of;“

r‘l- n;{ﬁ L] - . t
- the factors in- the cbmmunication situation which-may affect i; -
our criticism Knowledge about these variables and“how g»fi ySJ

\ Lo \\

they appear to affect ériticism i 1ncreases our sensitivity ':%rxn

to what has been termed rater errors While we may w1sh'\\\,

>

-‘“to talk ibout ”differences n ratin rather than errors;inax-;ﬁ
R g" AR

'*,rating,' nbnetheless, ve recognize that differential treatment

® .4 -._’4

~of the student s sex is potentialIy harmful As w¥ contlnue
EB systematically investigate Factors that affect speech _;t';f
criticism in the speech communication classroém, we may find—'

that our criticism is more equitable to- ourselves and to

-

_.our students..n
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